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Abstract 
The article is devoted to the research of discourse elements that contribute significantly to discourse coherence of the Missing 
Manual (a new genre variety of exploitation instruction).  The results of the analysis show that the taxonomy of discourse 
elements in the Missing Manual is based on the functions that discourse elements perform. The authors suggest classifying the 
discourse elements in the Missing Manual into two groups: discourse markers and pragmatic markers. The specific attention is 
paid to the types of pragmatic markers, which are not characteristic of  instructing texts, but common for the Missing Manual.  
The analysis of oral discourse pragmatic markers and context dependent discourse markers is presented. 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
Cohesion is an integral part of existing and functioning of a text. If a speaker of English hears or reads a passage 
of the language which is more than one sentences in length, he can normally decide without difficulty whether it 
forms a unified whole or is just a collection of unrelated sentences (Halliday, 1976, p.1).The speaker must use the 
whole range of cohesive relations to gain his/her aim. Discourse markers are one of the types of cohesive relations in 
a text. The analysis of discourse markers is part of the more general analysis of discourse coherence – how speakers 
and hearers integrate forms, meaning, and actions to make overall sense of what is said (Shiffrin, 1987, p.49). 
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Brinton concludes that if discourse markers “are omitted, the discourse is grammatically acceptable, but would be 
judged “unnatural”, ‘awkward”, “disjointed”, “impolite”, “unfriendly”, or “dogmatic” within the communicative 
context” (Brinton, 1996, p.35). 
The world of discourse is constantly changing which can result in the appearance of new genres, subgenres or 
genre varieties. Technological advance in IT and software fields is running so quickly that upstart gadgets and 
software packages become off-market in a few months.  Modern users don’t need standardized operating 
instructions, written by technical language. What they need is a vivid description of how the gadget works.  
The above mentioned factors caused a new genre variety of operating instruction, “The Missing Manual”. 
Missing Manual books are superbly written guides to computer products that don’t come with the printed manual 
(which is just about all of them) (Pogue, 2009, p.x). As the Missing Manual is a newly born genre variety of 
operating instruction, there is a need to research discourse elements to understand their role in the Missing Manual 
coherence and the way the discourse elements make the Missing Manual an “alive instruction”. 
The aim of this study is to classify and analyze discourse and pragmatic markers by the example of the Missing 
Manual. 
2. Approaches to the study of discourse markers and their classification 
There are a lot of contradictory definitions of discourse makers. According to Lenk, discourse markers are “short 
lexical items used with a pragmatic meaning on a metalingual level of discourse in order to signal for the hearer how 
the speaker intends the present contribution to be related to preceding and/or following parts of the discourse (Lenk, 
1998, p.52). As for Redeker, discourse markers are “linguistic expressions that are used to signal the relation of an 
utterance to the intermediate context” (Redeker, 1990, p.372). The Russian linguists Massalina and Novodranova 
define discourse markers as “elements providing the connection of discourse segments, reflecting the process of 
interaction between the author and the recipient, the author’s  view on the facts in the text and constituting discourse 
as a unified whole (Massalina, Novodranova, 2009, p.218). 
Discourse markers are also labeled as cue words/phrases, discourse connectives, pragmatics markers, parenthetic 
phrases, pragmatics particles, etc. Our observations have shown that “discourse markers” and “pragmatic markers” 
are frequently used terms in text linguistics. The term “discourse” or “pragmatic markers” can be used 
interchangeably. Fraser (1990, 1993) uses the term “discourse markers” in his earlier works, while in his later works 
(1996, 1999) the terms “discourse and pragmatics markers” are used. The question of terminology is an essential 
issue, because it reflects manifold views on functions and status of discourse markers and their taxonomy. 
The research of discourse markers in the works by Blakemore draws upon the relevance theory, developed by 
Sperber and Wilson. The study of discourse markers from the viewpoint of the relevance theory explains how 
discourse markers contribute to discourse interpretation.  Blakemore points out that relevance theoretic account is 
“to account for the role of discourse markers in constructions which cannot be straightforwardly accommodated in a 
framework which assumes that discourse markers encode sequential coherence relations” (Blakemore, 1996, p.328). 
In the rhetorical structure theory discourse markers signal different types of relations (coherence, discourse, or 
rhetorical relations). Scholars supporting the systemic functional theory (Shiffrin, Redeker, Fraser, Halliday, etc.) 
speak about the polyfunctional nature of the discourse marker, making a distinction between the notion of discourse 
markers and pragmatic markers. The polyfunctional status of discourse markers causes an introduction of a more 
general term “discourse elements” (Shiffrin, 1987). These are classified into discourse and pragmatics markers. 
The same lexical item can function either as discourse or pragmatic marker. Lenk states that discourse markers 
function on a metacommunicative level, indicating the structural organization of discourse (Lenk, 1997, p.27). If the 
marker is carrying pragmatic meaning and functions on the metalinguistic level it is called a pragmatic marker. 
Aijmer (2002) and Brinton (1996) associate the functions of discourse markers with language modes suggested 
by Halliday (1979, 1990). The cohesive function of discourse markers belongs to the textual mode which 
“comprises the resources that language has for creating text” (Halliday, 1976, p.27). The pragmatic function of 
discourse markers is connected with the interpersonal mode which is “the expression of the speaker’s attitudes and 
judgments, his encoding of the role relationships in the situation, and his motive in saying anything at all” (Halliday, 
1976, p.27). Meanwhile Aijmer does not use the term “pragmatic markers” considering the functions of discourse 
markers.  
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The generally accepted taxonomy of discourse markers has not been developed. The number of discourse 
elements within every taxonomy ranges from 11 elements (the list of discourse markers suggested by Shiffrin) to the 
infinity. Keller points out “that a complete listing is impossible since novel or relatively novel formations can serve 
as pragmatic markers” (cited from Brinton, 1996, p.34). 
The existing taxonomies of discourse elements have much in common. The list of discourse markers by Ostman 
including such items as I mean, you know, like, well, oh, ah, uh, say, blood , man, I guess, is the same as the list 
suggested by Shiffrin (and, because, but, I mean, now, oh, or, so, then, well, y’know). However, the linguists cannot 
reach an agreement whether the item is a discourse marker or not. Shiffrin considers oh and well as discourse 
markers. Fraser excludes oh from discourse markers because it is an interjections and well because it does not signal 
a two-placed relationship between the adjacent discourse segments (Fraser 1990, p. 942). 
Russian linguists use such terms as discourse markers (Kamenskij, 2007; Massalina, 2009), nondominant units 
(Massalina & Novodranova, 2009), discourse elements (Chubarova, 2009), discourse words (Molchanova, 2006) 
etc. Taking into account Shiffrin’s ideas, Chubarova uses the notion “discourse elements” which is further subsided 
into two groups on the basis of the function the marker performs. The first group consists of cohesive discourse 
elements which fall into composition-structural and logical discourse elements. The second group includes 
pragmaoriented elements (Chubarova, 2008, p.72). 
Molchanova uses the term “discourse words” which includes cohesive, semantic and pragmatic aspects. She 
classifies discourse words into formal discourse words, discourse words of feedback and discourse connectors. 
Formal discourse words deal with the procedure of the talk, external side of speech organization. Discourse words of 
feedback are used to keep the interaction between the communicants и express their attitude to conversation 
(Molchanova, 2006, p.15). Russian scholars classify discourse markers according to their type. For example, 
Kamenskiy in terms of institutionalized discourse considers focus discourse elements, contrastive discourse 
elements, additive discourse elements, causal discourse elements as discourse markers. He believes that discourse 
markers contribute to discourse coherence (Kamenskiy, 2007, p.83-84). 
In spite of using different definitions of discourse markers, the meaning remains the same. Therefore, discourse 
words of feedback are pragmatics markers, formal discourse words are discourse markers. 
So we believe that the term discourse marker is used to indicate the relation between the prior segment and the 
segment it introduces, performing the textual function. Considering discourse markers in terms of pragmatic 
function implies the use of the term “pragmatic markers” that are linguistically encoded clues which signal the 
speaker’s potential communicative intention and different types of message (Fraser, 1996, p. 167; Fraser 1999, p. 
936). 
3. Research methodology  
The material for the research is drawn randomly from three varieties of the Missing Manual: 1) Windows Vista: 
The Missing Manual, 2) Windows 7: The Missing Manual, 3) iPhone: The Missing Manual, 3rd edition (The 
Missing Manual for gadgets), 4) Facebook: The Missing Manual. The total is 4 books.  The data were analyzed by 
the method of linguistic analysis, the descriptive method and the interpretative analysis. 
3.1. Findings and discussion 
The results of the research have shown that the discourse elements in the Missing Manual fall into two groups. 
The first group includes discourse markers, performing cohesive function, while the second group has pragmatic 
markers, performing interpersonal function. 
Among the discourse elements in the Missing Manual the following subgroups can be distinguished: 
a) discourse markers of introducing a new topic or changing the topic: now, so now, all right, from now on; 
b) discourse marker introducing citation and figures: for example, for instance, as shown in Figure 1, shown at 
the bottom in Figure 2; 
c) discourse markers introducing additional, explanatory, specifying information: also, furthermore, 
particularly, especially, and, and yes, or, besides; 
d) discourse markers referencing the above-mentioned information: as described above, also described earlier, 
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as described in the previous section, as noted earlier; 
e) discourse markers referencing the unknown information: as described in Chapter 14,  as described on page 
28, as described next, (Chapter 3), (Page 145), (Figure1), see the box on page 30, in the following pages, 
described below, details in Chapter 14, details are on page 44; 
f) inferential discourse markers: in general, , finally, so, therefore, after all, because, since; 
g) discourse markers indicating a shift from topic to subtopic or between subtopics:  and then, first, second, 
third, then, after that; 
h) contrastive discourse markers: on the other hand, however, but; 
i) conditional discourse markers: if, unless, if…then; 
j) temporal discourse markers: before, when, whenever, until, once; 
k)  substitutive discourse markers: that, which. 
 
The pragmatic markers in the Missing Manual fall into the following subgroups: 
a) pragmatic markers indicating the authenticity of information: in fact, certainly, fortunately, especially, 
actually, honestly, of course, unlikely, interestingly, presumably, absolutely, seriously, that’s right, really true? 
All right; 
b) pragmatic markers indicating the most significant information: the thing is,  truth is, here it is, What’s cool, 
to be precise, that’s a good point to remember, it is worthwhile,  the point is; 
c) pragmatic markers referring to the background knowledge of the audience, to the short-term or long-
term memory: as you probably know, as you’ve probably discovered by now, as you can probably guess; 
d) pragmatic markers addressing to the audience: Hey! Everyone makes mistakes, right? Man, you will love this 
one! But, you know! Hey! Come on, man! Right?  man, hey, ladies and gents, baby; 
e) pragmatic markers claiming the attention of the hearer: yep, yup, ta-da, whoa, oh; 
f) context-dependent pragmatic markers: Yes, OK/ok, well, now, all right. 
 
Discourse markers are more frequently used than pragmatic markers in the Missing Manual. The subtypes of 
discourse markers are used to the same extent in engineering instruction.  
The analysis of pragmatic markers in the Missing Manual is of great scientific interest. According to Beljaeva, 
“high structural cohesion is specific to operating instruction, but functional stylistic peculiarities of operating 
instruction (objectivity and impersonality of writing) do not imply using discourse elements performing the 
pragmatic function in this text type” (Beljaeva, 1992, p.135). However, the Missing Manual as a new genre variety 
of operating instruction differs from engineering instruction  by the use of: 1) pragmatic markers which reflect the 
author’s intention and author’s presence; 2) context-dependent discourse markers; 3) pragmatic markers typical of 
oral discourse; 4) discourse markers referencing the above-mentioned information, discourse markers referencing 
the unknown information, pragmatic markers indicating the authenticity of information, pragmatic markers referring 
to the background knowledge of the audience, to the short-term or long-term memory. The key functions of 
pragmatic markers in the Missing Manual are attractive and phatic, which are determined by the specific nature of 
the Missing Manual, i.e. to inform or instruct how to use gadgets/Internet resources/software which is an explicit 
objective in the Missing Manual, and to sell which is an implicit objective. Pragmatic markers help to meet the 
above-said objectives. These markers are not characteristic of engineering instruction. 
3.2. Pragmatic markers addressing to the audience in the Missing Manual 
Discourse mode influences the choice of discourse markers. The distinctive feature of the Missing Manual is the 
use of pragmatic markers of spoken discourse such as man, hey, ladies and gents, baby, whoa, yep, yup, ta-da, oh. 
Pragmatic markers addressing to the audience ladies and gents, man, hey identified in the Missing Manual are 
considered as vocatives. Vocative markers (standard titles, occupational names, general nouns, pronominal forms) 
belong to parallel pragmatic markers in Fraser’s classification (Fraser, 1990, p.186). Levinson suggests another 
classification of vocatives. “Vocatives can be divided into calls, or summonses (Hey you, just scratched my car with 
your Frisbee), and addresses (The truth is, Madam, nothing is as good nowadays) (Levinson, 1983, p.71). 
The vocatives in the Missing Manual include standard titles (ladies and gents), general nouns (man, kid, baby) 
and interjections (hey). They are illustrated by the following examples in (1 a, b, c). 
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a) On the top-right edge of the iPhone, you’ll find a button shaped like a dash. It’s silver metal on the iPhone 3G 
and 3GS, black plastic on the original. This, ladies and gents, is the Sleep switch. It has several functions 
(Pogue, 2009, p.6); 
b) Second, replies come to your iPhone as email messages, so you’re deprived of that nice chat-room/balloon 
conversational effect. But come on, man – you’re saving 20 cents per message forever! (Pogue 2009, p.86). 
c) But look at the bright side: There’s no easier-to-use camcorder on earth. You can hold the phone in either 
portrait or landscape orientation. And man, what a lot of capacity! (Pogue, 2009, p.135). 
d) Let’s say you want to write a book about the iPhone. (Hey, it could happen) (Pogue, 2009, p.134).  
Having investigated the usage frequency of spoken discourse markers based on newspapers, advertisement and 
literary works, McCarthy points out that a spoken discourse marker plays a major role in our judgment of the degree 
of spokeness present in the text (McCarthy, 1993, p.180). 
3.3. Pragmatic markers claiming the attention of the hearer 
Single cases of using pragmatic markers in the Missing Manual typical of spoken discourse are such markers as 
whoa, yep, yup, oh and ta-da. They can be considered as pragmatic markers claiming the attention of the hearer. 
The pragmatic marker whoa in the illustrated example is used for introducing additional information and drawing 
the attention. 
(2) But don’t forget the App Store. Thanks to the tens of thousands of add-on programs that await there, the 
iPhone is also a fast, wicked-fun pocket computer. All those free of cheap programs can turn it into a medical 
reference, musical keyboard, time tracker, remote control, voice recorder, tip calculator, eBook reader, and so on. 
And whoa, those games! Hundreds of them, with smooth 3-D graphics and tilt control (Pogue 2009, p.2).  
The key function of the pragmatic marker ta-da in the Missing Manual is attractive which is illustrated by the 
example in (3). 
(3) Step 3: Paste 
Finally, switch to a different window (for example, a new email message) or a different programs (for example, 
Calendar or Notes). Tap in any spot where you’re allowed to type: Notes, email, text message, Safari’s address bar, 
the Spotlight search box, a text box on a Web page, someone’s Contacts screen, even the top of the Calculator – just 
about anywhere. Tap the Paste button to paste what you cut or copied. 
Ta-da, and to think that it took only two years! (Pogue, 2009, p.41). 
The pragmatic marker yep is a twofold marker of the Missing Manual. On the one hand, it is used for attracting 
the listener’s attention as in (4a): 
(4) a) Sort All Programs menu by name. Yep, here it is, the feature that the world’s compulsives have been 
waiting for: a self-alphabetizing All Programs list. (All right, that was uncalled for; truth is, having the list in A-to-Z 
order can make life easier for just about anyone.) (Pogue, 2010, p.45). 
On the other hand, it is used for clarifying the background information as in (4b). 
b) To learn more about a Group, click either the Group’s name or the picture next to it. Up pops the Group’s 
profile page with info you can use to decide whether you want to join. (Yup, Facebook Groups get profile pages, 
too; they’re a lot like to the ones for Facebook members) [Vander Veer, 2010, p.110].  
The pragmatic marker oh is multifunctional but its linguistic status is ambiguous. Fraser refers the pragmatic 
marker oh to interjections. He includes oh in “emotive words or phrases which stand alone and function as separate 
sentences” (Fraser, 1990, p.176). 
As for Shiffrin, oh is a particle and is used as a marker of shifting orientation. “It stops flow of attention and 
temporarily focuses attention on something” (Shiffrin, 1987, p.74).  
Aijmer says that “it is difficult explain the specific discourse function of oh on the basis of text type only. Many 
other factors may affect the frequency of oh in a particular text type (Aijmer, 2002, p.106). 
The pragmatic marker oh is used in several functions in the Missing Manual. It can signal the conclusion. It is 
illustrated by the example in (5): 
(5)You’re ready to step up to the strongest encryption Vista has to offer. Click that link, and wait while Vista 
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encrypts your hard drive. Oh, and don’t forget the password you provide (Pogue, 2006, p.637). 
It can imply surprise which is illustrated by the example in (6). 
(6) When Bluetooth is turned on but the earpiece isn’t, or when the earpiece isn’t nearby, the icon appears in 
gray. Oh – and when it’s connected and working right, the earpiece’s battery gauge appears on the iPhone’s status 
bar (Pogue, 2009, p.92). 
4. Conclusion 
The use of discourse markers in any given piece of text depends on the communicative purpose. It is general 
practice of operating unstructions not to use pragmatic markers because the main aim of this text type is to provide 
information, guidance of a technical device and explain how to install or operate it. But the Missing Manual is an 
exceptional case where the use pragmatic markers is motivated by its communicative purposes – selling along  with 
instructing, hedging and informing.  
The frequently used pragmatic markers in the Missing Manual are pragmatic markers indicating the most 
significant information, pragmatic markers addressing to the audience, pragmatic markers claiming the attention of 
the hearer. The distinctive feature of the Missing Manual is context-dependent pragmatic markers when the 
relationship and connection with the hearer is shown by a number of contexts, i.e. one and the same discourse 
element may act in textual or interpersonal function. 
The further research is supposed to be conducted on the system of disourse markers in the Missing Manual. 
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